worker's  compensation  court  on January  21,  1986,   {exhibit
R-2),   a week  or  so  before the hearing,   reflects  that  he   suf-
fers  from "tennitis  or   ringing  in  the  ears"  as a result  of
loud equipment noises.     In response to a question  on  the  claim
form regarding  any pre-existing disabilities,   Mr.   Jackson
answered  in  the  affirmative and  indicated that his  compensa-
tion case  for   injuries   to his  "back and  various  parts  of   body"
is  still pending   in  court.

One of  the work  releases dated February  3,  1986,   is  from
the doctor  who  treated Mr.   Jackson  for  an  ulcer condition,
and a second  one  is  from the  chiropractor  who  treated  him for
his  neck,   shoulder and  back   injuries.     I note  that  the  "return
to work"   slip  (exhibit C-l)   signed by this doctor  states  that
Mr.   Jackson  is  able to  return to work on November  5,   1985,
with no restrictions.     This   is  in direct conflict  with  this
same doctor's  discharge report  of  November 5,   1985,   a  copy  of
which was  filed with  the state workers  compensation  court  on
January  14,   1986   (exhibit R-4).     That  report states   in  perti-
nent part  as   follows:

Mr.   Jackson  has  suffered a  severe  injury
of  the  supportive   ligaments  of the  cervical
thoracic  spine,   which  predispose  this patient
to reoccuring exacerbation  of  symptoms  and
reirjury.     *   *   * Mr.   Jackson  has  remained tem-
porarily  and  totally disabled  for  employment
as a  result  of  his   injury which occurred on
09-09-85.

In a letter dated November 21, 1985, from the same chiro-
practor to Mr. Jackson's attorney, the doctor stated in perti-
nent part as follows:

It   is my  professional  opinion,   from the
examination  findings,   and this patient's   sever-
ity of  symptoms,   that he will  require periodic
care  for  the  rest  of  his  life as  a  result  of
these  injuries.     He  probably will  experience
chronic reoccurring symptoms.   *  *   * Mr.   Jackson
has   10  percent permanent impairment of  the
whole  man  as  the  result  of the injuries  he sus-
tained on   the   job  on  09-09-85.

The  testimony and  evidence adduced  in this case  with
respect  to the procedure  of   "slot dozing"   reflects  that  a
dozer  operator   is  constantly maneuvering his  machine  back  and
forth while cutting  into the overburden,  and the machine   is
not always  on  level  ground.     It  maneuvers  over  grades   and
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